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ABSTRACT
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demograpnic data. Data from each of seven upacesetter" states
(California, Florida, Illinois, Michigan, New York, Texas and
Washington) and from three groups of states (categorized by the
precentage of total undergraduates enrolled in community colleges)
were analyzed. Findings in the following areas are discussed:
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Furthermore, the presidents considered interdisciplinary studies an
attractive option for curriculum changes and preferred division to
departmental organization. Presidents thought themselves to be the
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VARIATION AND CHANGE aN COTatiUNITY
COLLE(Ij.; ORGANIZATION

Dale Tillery

Chaage is indeed the name of the game in American higher

education and nowhere e so th n in the public two-year

colleges. Bee la-i- close affiliation with local Com-

-munnies, these colleges bear the heavy responsibility of edu-

cating an overwhe proport ion of the new students to higher
education and for meeting the changing acational needs of

the communities which largely support them.

Professional and popular Periodicals report changes in

the characteristics of student bodies, curriculum, guidance

and financial assistance. On the oth r hand, little is known

about chan es which may be taking place in the organization of

these colleges as they seek to make their programp and services

increasingly relevant. In fact, there has been no recent study

of the way these colleges traditionally structui:e themselves,

nor of the changes which may be taking place in the organization

of their instructional programs.



The Ccmunity olleFe OrganIz tional Study was spon_or 1

by th durior College Leadership Program and the Center for

ReSearch and Development in Iiiher Education at the University

of California at Berkeley in orier t- facilitate better under-

sta ling of how community
. colleges are presently organized, and

to aF.:scss the concern for and direction of change in this in-

creasi Aly important segment of Anricen higher educatio

it nopulation or 688 nubli two-ye 7 corilc -.5 was defined

from the 1970 roster of the Amer ca A..,sociation of Junior

Colleges, including public technical Institut s but eiimthat
ing extension ce ters of state universities. The president

of each of these colleges was ask d to compiete a survey about

his campus organlzati.on and toprovi,e essential demographic

infor xition about his campus and community. Over 79 percent

of the presidents cooperated in the survey by the time of data

analysis. A much high.er percentage of presidents from seven

pacesetter states cooperated, ranging from 96 percent for

Califo nia and Michigan to 71 percent for Texas (see Table 1).

To date, the responses to each question in the survey

have been analyzed for each of several control variables.

First, comparative ross-tabulations have been run for each

f seven pac.:esetter states (California, Fl rida, Illinois,

Michigan, New York, Texas, and Washington) and for three

groups of the remaining states--Group _A in which 20-30 percent

4



of total undorrad in community colleges; Grcul

in which 10-20 percent .f total undergraduates are enrolled;

anc Group C in which 10 percent or less are eirol1od. Norma-

tive data are, of course avaflable acr ss a21 542 re crting

colleges in the United States. Furthermore, all data have

been analyzed according to the in titutional size; by the age

of the colleges; and, by the levels of como__ ity in structur-

ing the educational program.

This preliminary report, which has been prepared for

the presidents of public two-yea.7 colleges in New York

gives particular attention to characteristics of the New York

colleges in comparison with those of other pacesetter states and

the nation's public two-year colleges generallyand to the

characteristics of 5nstitutional change in these same groups

of colleges. More substantial analyses and reporting of the

data will be prepared for direct dist ibution to cooperating

colleges and for publication in appropriate journals.

Organizational Change: Where, When, Who

At least 4o percent of the public two-year colleges in

the United Stet s expect to change the mannei in which they

organize their instructional

stant for those states which

college development to date.

programs. This trend is not con-

have set the pace for community

It is apparent from Table 1

that less organiz tional change is in store for community



colleges in Florida and Washington than in the other pa --

setter state7; and for the ,ation generally. On the other

ho r,ore colleges in Michi8an, New York, and Texas antici-

pate such changes. The proportion 0± such colleges in New

York is higher than the national norm.

Lefore discussing some of the pres nt characteristics

of community college organiation and the directions of pre

ferred chanf , it seems important to know when such changes

may take place, which campus and community groups have con-

cern for organizational change, and the degree to which such

groups are involved in pJanning for such change

When

Table 1 about here

eoxIganization May Take Plac

_ 6-

A high proportion of those colleges which anticipate re-

organization of the instructional program expect to make such

changes in 1970 and 1971. h arly one-quarter of the Michigan

colleges expect to reorganize this year, while 1971 is par-

ticularly a target year f r New Y rk. Table I also indicates

that a modest proportion of California colleges anticipate re-

organization each year thr ugh 1973. It is unlikely that many

presidents would be able to report planned change beyond that

period, and yery few have done
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Who is ConcernA for 7,anizati

Chart 1 foT all reporting public tw -year colleges end

Chart 2 for New York two-year colleges alone show the relation-

ships between degree of concern for change and degree of

involvement in planning for such change for each of several

campus and community gr ups. Similar California data are

shown in Chart 2a.

Charts 1, 2, and 2a about here

The reader can determine relative concern for the several

groups by observing their v_ ti al location on the two parallel

charts. For example, presidents have the high st mean scores

and are at the top of the ehart. Thus- almost all presidents

said they were concerned for organizational change and most

said they were very much concerned. On the other hand, com-

munity labor groups were reported to be least concerned for

organisational change and most presidents believed that such

groups had no interest in such change. In general, then, groups

located in the upper half of the chart are considered to be

s±gnificantly concerned for change; those in the lower half

not significantly concerned for change.
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Nationally, administrators, trustees, and faculty groups

cm be identified as groups who seek change, but to different

. degrees. Students and community groups are those who appear

to be less concerned for organizational change. Again, this

relatively low concern varies in degree from group to group.

Concerns for organizational change, as reported by the

York presidents, are rather similar to those reported for

the nation generally. The most noteworthy differences are

the relatively low concern for change reported for faculty

union groups and for faculty profes ional groups in the New

York colleges. Furthermore, the seve al administrative groups--

presidents, superintendents, deans, and depart-ent or division

chairmn have somewhat l: or scores for concern than reported

for two-year colleges in the United States. These findings

are.even more interesting when the New York data are compared

with tho e of California (s e Chart 2a).

In California, the situation is quite different as shown

in Chart 2a. First, administrators, faculty senates, and

faculty unions are relativelY more concerned for change than

are comparable groups in New York and nationally. Further-

more, student government groups and ethnic students were re-

ported to be considerably more concerned than peer groups across

the countrY. The shift is particularly apparent for ethnic

students.

12



-9a-

Two other noteworthy differences appear in the California

findings when compared with findin for all U.S. commnrity

colleges: In California, the tech 'cal-vocational faculties

were reported to be less concerned for change than anv of the

campus or community g -ups; and, faculLy professional groups

were reported to be less concerned for chan
_ than their peer

groups nationally.

Who is I elved in Plannigfor Change.?

Charts 1, 2, and 2a also serve in deter-i-ing the rela-

tive invol ement of campus and community groups in plan

for. organizational change. Again, like all the data in this

report, these findings are based on the reported perceptions

of college presidents and do not reflect self-reporting by the

groups in question.

Those groups in the right half of Charts 1, 2, and 2a

arethose reported to be highly involved in planning for in-

stitutional change, while those in 'Lhe left-hand quadrants

were reported to be less involved in planning for change. For

example, most presidents reported themSelVes to be very much

involved. As a group, they have the higheSt mean score for

involvement and are located at the extreme right-hand side of

the charts. In contrast, students from various study fields

are reported to have low involvement in planning change, a low

mean score for involvement- and are located to the extreme left

-f the charts.



As expected, groups with official

bilities--administrator

.Te nance resp asi-

t:7ustccs, and certain faculty groups--

have high involvement scores, while most,s+-' nt and community

groups have low involvement scores. Several interesting vari-

ations of this ge eral observation can be observed in Chart 1

for community colleges generally. First, /either faculLy- unions

nor facnTty professional groups were rorted to be ve-t much

involved in the change process; whexeas, business groups are

the only ones from the cornmimity which seem to have much involve-

ment in bringing about organizational change.

In New York several groups would appear to be somewhat

less involved in planning for organizational change than are

comparable groups nationally. The following groups have

relatively low involvement scores and are lc.:ated further to

the left in Chart 2 than are peer groups in Chart 1: student

governments, ethnic students, faculty professional groups,

and faculty senates. On the other hand, when faculty union

exist, they are reported to be more involved in planning for

change than are similar groups nationally and in California.

Shifting to Chart 2a for California colleges, several

minor and major differences appear when the findings are com-

pared with those for the total United States. Departn nt/

division chair en, faculty senates and student governments

are reported to be somewh t more involved in planning for change.

14.%



But faculty unions a-1 ethnic students a,-.)car to be less in-

volved tha- are p-1:e groups nationally. A si ilar shift is

noted for community b siness groups, although they are appur-

ently more involved than either faculty unions or ethnic students.

Rel tionship_ ncern and Involvement

Obviously, Charts 1, 2, and 2a are intended to display

the relationship between degx e of concern for organ zational

change and degree f involvement in planning for suc- change.

In both displays, those who by traditional logic should be

concei ed and involved in such matte _ ar . On the other hand,

discrepancies between degree of concern and degree of involve-

ment are of importance to those who seek to improve the quality

of com unication and decision making. Thus, it is noteworthy

that facultf unions (both nationally and in California) are re-

ported to be highly concerned .about change but not very much in-

volved in planning for it. This does not appear to be the case

in New York. The data from that state would suggest that college

presidents do not perceive any officials or groups in the study

to have greater concern for orga.izational change than involv -

ment in planning for such change. This finding is reflected

graphically in Chart 2 *ince no group is located any significant

distance to the left of the diagonal line. In California, ethnic

students are considered to be quite concerned but have little

15



involvement. A different pattern of im-ongruence is also

shown in Chart Pa for Califo.nia vocat: nal-technical facul-
tiat. Presidents report them to be moderately involved in

planning for change, but t,:enerally not very co,cerned about

the need for change.

It seems Ukely that the m st sensitive conflict areas

in our colleges would be manifested by high concern but low

involvement. It would be voluable to know how presidents feel

about the discrepancies discussed above. It is one things,

for example, for a president to believe it appropriate that the

faculty union at his college not be involved in planning for

change even though its members are deeply concerned about the

-ed for cha g- It i quite another for a president to be

disturbed by this Incongruence and to make efforts to involve

the faculty union in planning efforts.

It may be that the incongruence, where it exists, between

concern and involvement for faculty unions and for ethnic stu-

dents may result, in part, from confrontation strategies by the

two groups to which traditionql college procedures for planning

and communication are not very adapted. However, some observers

would claim that these groups have been excluded from in titu-

tional involvement.
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Present College Structure and Antic±paed Change

Conceptual Basis Instructional Units

Nationally, and particularly in New York, the instruc-

tional programs are overwhelmingly organized according to

traditional subje t matter areas althowth the cl ster of sub-

jects y be narrowly defined (political science) or broadly

defined (social sciences). Whereas 96 percent of the New York

colleges are so organized, this :Ls true of only 71 percent of

all public two-year colleges. These traditional groupings of

faculty and curricula are under considerable cr.J. icism and may

be replaced by more interdisciplinary structures. As shown in

Part B of Table 2, nearly half of the New York and total U.S.

presidents reported that interdisciplinary progrc would re-

place subject matter areas if their colleges were to reorganize.

This potential shift is chara:cteristic of all s ,L,es and groups

of states.

Few colleges have problem areas or career programs as a

basis for organization. However, ,there is a reported shift

from 8 percent of the natio colleges so organized now to

17 percent if the colleges were to reorganize. These data for

New York and American public two-year colleges are displayed

graphically in Chart 3.

Table 2 and Chart 3 about here
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Oruan3zational Patterns
_

Divisions comp sed of several disciplinary fields are the

'typnknPa struc ural units of the educa ional programs in.

California's as well as the nation's community colleges How-

ever, this pattern as shown in Table 3 is more cha a teristic

of Illinois and iIei York than the other pacesetter states. If

colleges were to reorganize, a high rroportion of presidents

rep rted prefer n es for division struct,_ .es solely or with_ art-

ments. Half of the ?nts nationally and from California

selected thj_ albination as the preferred plan(See Table 4).

Clust-r Colle Arranglements Fev colleges in New York

or nationally have a cluster organization (

satellite centers, etc. ). However, there is mounting interest

in this new approach to collegial organization, as indicated

by-the data for Item 3 in Table 4. A fifth of the New York

presidents (with similar, ratios for most pacesetter states)

reported the cluster approach.to be the preferred one if re-

organization were to take place. Furthermore, another one

quarter of the presidents reported the cluster college arrange-

m nt to be the second most likely one if they were to reorganize.

Tables 3, and Chart 4 about here
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The Chnging ,f thu Depnr

Across thc nation, as in New York, about el -:hi d of

the 11 s are organized on the basis,of departments only.

Upon exPmining the data in Table /i on the m,st likely arrange-

ments if colleges reorganized, it is appar-s-it that traditional

department st uotures are in for considerable change. Only

about half of the New York colleges would have departments at

all, and only 13 percent would have departments exclusively in

contrast to nearly one-third of those colleges so organized at

present. In general, these apparent trends suggest either

greater consoJidation of.the several fields of lea- ing in

community colleges or new efforts of coordination acro

ing departments by grouping them into larger divisions.

Number of Instruct ionajL Units

The number of instructional units (departments diVisions,

.) is clearly related to institutional size and by impli-

cation to the comprehensiveness of the educational program,

but by no means exclusively so. Some small colleges have large

numbers of units and Some very large colleges have few units.

The issue of how many instructional units to have is increas-

ingly a reflection of educational philosophy.

Almost 70 percent of the nation community colleges have

less than 10 instructional units, although California (like

Florida, Texas, and Washington) have a high percentage of colleges

exist-

24



with ..alw more units. Part P. of Table 5 shows about one-third

P the New York colleges to have 10 or more units and 17

percent with 16 or Issues of program coordination and

manav.ement efficiency are brought into focus by these data.

Section B of Table 5 would s- t. t certain solutions to these

and related issues. California presidents proportions

prefer reductions in the numbers of instructi nal units should

they reorg' ze. Whereas only 14 percent of their colleges now

have 6 or less units, 28 peree -L reported such consolidation

to be preferred. In addit' n the percent- e of colleges with

16 or more units would be reduced from 30 percent to 11 percent.

Similar trends arc noted in other states

Table 5 about here

Comlexityof Communication and Decision-Making Structures

The most typical "decision-making" structure for two-year

colleges has four levels of responsibility from faculty to

chief campus administrator; namely, faculty --7>, department

or division chairman dean chief administrPtor.

This level of complexity is reported for 77 percent of the

California colleges and for 6 percent of the public two-year

colleges nationally. New York, in partic lar, has a higher
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percentage of colleges with more complex structures.than the

above norm.

'The rumored flatting of the administrative hierarchy in

two-year colleges is not reflected in the data on differencies

between existing and pr,ferred hierarchies. 1_ California,

where this trend is widely reported, a numbe- of college

presidents expressed some preference for increased comple

Because of modest differences between existing and p -ferred

levels of responsibility, only the existing patterns are re-

ported in Table 6,

Table 6 about her-

Number of Administrators

Whereas the number of administrators reported for New

York two-year c lleges is very similar to the national norm,

California community colleges have fewer administrators than

do the nation's two-year public colleges generally and com-

parable institutions in tbe pacesetter states specifically.

This is true even though California has a higher proportion

of large institutions than any of the states. Since the number

f administrators is related to institutional size, the avail-

able data are not adequate to make precise comparisons by con-

trolling for instit tional size. Nevertheless, the gross
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California differences in such comparisons are self-evident

and would certaInly be strengthened by controlling for insti-

tutional size.

By inspecting the relationship of relative institutional

size across ntates (Table 6) to the number of FTE administrat rs

(Tables 7-11), the "normality" of the New York colleges and

the uniquer. of those in California can be seen.

Table 7 about here

General Administra n: Although about one-third of the

New York colleges repor cd only one FTE in general administra-

tion, this was true of over half of the California institutions.

The other pacesetter states reported considerably fewer colleges

with one FTE in this category of administration. Furthermore,

only 12 percent of California colleges were reported to have

five or more general administrators in contrast to 36 percent

for New York. Florida and Texas reported -over 50 percent of

their colleges with five or more administrators in this category.

These and related data are reported in Table 8.

Table 8 about here
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Businesa Service Administration: Again the California

colleges have more modestly sized business service staffs

than'de other pacesetter states, and when compared with the

norwttive data for the total U.S. in Table 9. Florida and

Texas again have over one-quarter of their colleges with five

or more business service administrators compared to only 5

percent of California and 8 percent of New York institutions

with such large staffs.

Table 9 about here

Other_Admin= caators: If one ignores institutional size,

the number of FTE administrators in instruction, ,tudent per-

sonnel services, and community s rvices in New York and California

are not dramatically different from tpe national frequencies.

In each of these categories, however, Tables 10-12 show that

California is less heavily staffed with administrators in its

community colleges than are the other pacesetter states with

the exception of Illinois which has a lower mean institutional

size.

Tables 10-12 about here
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Size of Adm:Lni r-tion and 0 P Iles Y:

cause California's modestly sized admIn'trative staffs

community coil

Be-

are so unique, issues of philos phical

and policy differences in matters of governance come into

focus. First, about half of the California institutions are

part of multi-campus districts which would reduce the need

for certain general and business service administrative per-

son el at the campus level. Such district organization which

is most typical of California) should not however, result in

rp reductions in the number of campus administrators in

the other categoriesparticularly instruction and student

personnel. It is interesting to note that of 150 colleges in

the study which were reported to be in local multi-campus

districts, all hut a few reported that each campus in the di -

trict operated under es entially the same administrati e

structure. In California, 100 percent of the colleges in

such districts so reported, and no col)e e in a pacesetter

state reported independence to any degree in administrative

structure.

Quite apart from state differ nces, it seems likely that

parLicipation in the governance process by faculty members

results in administrative staffs of modest size. Some of the

later displays of data tend to show relatively wide sharing of

administrative responsibilities in the nation's two-year colleges.



Type and_Der-_'ree of Respcnsibiliy DelegateQ
to Instructional Units

It seems evident from Charts 3, i, and 4a that instructional

units (departments, divisions, or other angements) have greater

ponsibility in decision making among Tew York two-year col-

leges than is truo for the Californi institutions or for two-

year colleges nationally. This is essentially true in all ten

areas of decision m king when the New York colleges are compared

with the national group of two-year colleges. In comparison with

California, the New York colleges are very similar regarding

the responsibility of inst uctional units in such activities as

hiring and evaluating professional staff, setting student-faculty

ratios, and in establishing policies for retention and probation

of stud nts. Greater responsibility is vested in the New York

instructional units for the determination of curriculum content

and the selection of instructional materials, whereas the dele-

gation sponsibility among California instit tions is slightly

higher in matters of bud et allocation and student admission to

programs.

Although there are marked institutional and state differ-

ences in the delegation of approval responsibility to instru

tional units, considerable advisory responsibility is character-

istic of most two-year colleges. Specifically, in decisions
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about admissions, rrebation and retention, setting minimum

graduation standards, and budget allocation, the instruc-

tional units have considerable advisory responsibility, but

only a few have responsibility fer approval. And, finally,

the least decentralized responsibility is in determination

of student-staff ratios, and the setting of fees and WItion.

Trends in the Decentralization of Rclaen There

appears to be a I dest trend toward increased decentralization

or sharing of responsibility in a number of the decision-making

area- discussed above. This trend is shown by the blur- bars

in Charts 5, 6, and 6a which indicate inereasea responsibility

should colleges reorganize. Two notewo thy exceptions to this

generalization appear in the national findings Chart 5);

namely, responsibility for the content of curriculums and the

hiring of professional staff. Most presidents believe there

would be a reduction in the degree of reponsibility delegated

to divisions departments, etc. were their colleges to reorganize.

This possible trend is not found in the New York 'or California

data. Although the New York and California findings promise

no increase in decentralization in these two areas which many

faculty see asniost central to their competencies and prerogatives,
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there appears to be no weakening in the tradition of shared

responsibility in these states.

eh' and 6 about here

Appraisal of Present Orgariisational Structures

How do community college presid,mts ap;oraise the organi-

zation of the instructional program at their institutions?

Tho were asked to indicate how true certain statements were

in reference to their p:t'e.ent oa-ganizational ,-truetures.

Table 13 indicates that three statements are generally true

of community college organizations: 1) they facilitate

effective management and decision making; 2) they facilitate

cooperation in solving institutional problems; and 3) they

encourage programs which m_ t needs of students.

Less descriptive are statemerts four through eight in

Table 13. A general summation of these items 4ould lead to

the conclusion that presidents, generally, believe that their
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:present a- ions result only modestly in interdisciplina

learning, coop tion among the disci lines, and concern for

stucha.:, rather than over-concern for the disciplines. The

structures tend t- satisfy those fa-,alty members yho are more

erested in their own disciplines rather than the affairs

of th_ collegL

Finally, must presidents seem convinced that their organ-

zations are neith-- too hierar hi -1 nor too bureavratic for

community colleges nor are they too rigid in view of changng

student needs.

There is some indication that more presidents of young

institutions believe that their orE4anizatiohs are too rigid,

too hierarchical, and too burea -ratic than do presidents of

old institutions. Furthermore, more presidents of very large

institutions see their organization as too rigid and too hier-

archical than do presidents of small colleges.

Tables 15 to 25 in the Appendix provide comparat,ive in-

for ation about each evaluative statement as reported for

the seven pa tter st',tes, institutional groups A, B, and

C, and for the total United States.

.21 ---- -----
Table 13 about here

9
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Summary

How Extensive is Organizational Change
in C Ity Coler-s?

Nearly 40 percent of American public two-year

colleges plan to change organizational structures by 1975.

The target years for anticipated ehnne are 1970-1973. Gen-

.11y, the higher thc d velopillent of community college educa-

tion (as measured by percentage of tota] undergraduates) the

.iater the ex-pe- ation for change. Among the pacesetter states,

Texas Michigan, and Ne., York are most likely to cha ge organi-

zationally, while Florida and Washington are 1- st likely to

, change.

What Groups re Most Concerned for Change?

Presid nts o- community colleges have most concern for

organizational change, f 'lowed by other groups with fo mal

governance responsibilities. These groups include deans, surer-

intendents, department division chairmen, academic senates,

academic faculties, and trustees in that order. In addition,

faculty unions and faculty professional groups are also con-

cerned for change. Generally, community and student groups are

reported to be less cone_ ned for chang than the above groups.

California has some notable variations from this normative

picture. Fdrst, degrees of concern for change are somewhat

accentuated for many groups. More importantly, faculty unions
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and, at times, students are much more conderned than their

p,---- groups nationally. In contrast, vocational-technical

facultieb are reported to be mach less concerned for change

than their peers generally.

Who_Gets Involved n Planning for Change?

Those groups with f rloal resuorisibility are most extensively

involved in planningnamely, administrat_rs, faculty governance

groups, and trustees. Most student groups (other than student

vernment ) and community groups have little involvement in the

proceos of planning for change. An interesting exception nati

ally is community business groups, alth ugh this is not true in

California. Faculty unions and faculty professional groups repre-

sent sensitive loci of-incongruence between degree of concern for

chance and involvement in planning for it. In some states, ethnic

student groups show similar incongruence.

What are the Most Prominent Directions
of Organizational Chanrp?

InterdisciPlinary structures are clearly preferred to

traditi n 1 su t matter areas, and the department is no

longer the preferred pattern of organization. Nevertheless,

departments seem to have nei, credibility when conceived as

subordinate units to more broadly conceived divisions. Never-

theless, there is great interest across the country in inter-

disciplinary programs and half or mare of the presidents in

the various st t s and state groups being reported prefer such

conceptual basis for organization.

47



It is, perhaps, to be expected that as a resni_t of such

prefere'ncr, there is also interest in reducing the number of

instructional units. This is )arti PJarly itportant in

California, Texas, and Washi agLon where there are high pro-

portions olloges with 6 or mere irstructronal units.

0\rer 70 percent of the n- ion's community college oresdents

prefer 1 ss than 10 units.

What_Charaoteristics do the Presidents
Acribe to Their_Cola_es?

Generally, the urea idents believe their patterns of

organization are neither too rigid, hierarchical, nor bureau-

cratic. Rather, they tend to faoiJitte effective management,

faculty cooperation, and to serve the needs of students. They

do not as adequately result in interdisciplinary learning,

cooperation among disciplines, and the placing ciL student in-

terests above faculty interests. In spite of this rather

favorable appraisal, presidents are the ones who seem most

concerned for organizational change.

Who C4-ts Involved in is i -Making?

There is wide participation in decision-makinff, altheugh

in m st matters the instructional units have advisory power.

Nevertheless, in matters of curriculum content and instruc-

tional materials, approval authority rests at the division

or department levels-.
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Additional Analyses

The data lend thorns elves to rigorous analyses of the

lative corA,ributi n of various groups to imminent organi-
t. ionsl change. Such rultivariate analyes will he done

in ti, xiear future. Following consultations with wEr)ups of

eommun-, college leaders, more interpretive renorting of

the f ndings in this prclisinary repact and related findince

will be published.
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